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X. — The Relation of the IlpoeSpoi to the npvrdvei<i in the 
Athenian Senate. 

By WILLIAM W. GOODWIN, 

PROFESSOR IN HARVARD UNIVERSITY. 

Half a century ago no question in Greek antiquities was 
more disputed and more beset with difficulties than that 
relating to the presiding officers of the Athenian Senate and 
Assembly. Any one who now will have the patience to read 
Schomann's elaborate and learned argument in the sixth chap- 
ter of his De Comitiis Atheniensium, in which the duties of 
the Prytanes and Proedri are thoroughly discussed but the 
whole subject is left in hopeless confusion, and will then read 
the simple and perfectly clear statement of the matter con- 
tained in three sentences of Schomann's Griechische Alter- 
thiimer (I., p. 400, 3d ed.), will see at least that our knowledge 
of the antiquities of Athens has not been stationary since 
18 19. The whole question depends on establishing the rela- 
tion between the Prytanes and the Proedri. It has always 
been understood that each of the ten Attic tribes was repre- 
sented in the Senate of Five Hundred by fifty of its members, 
and that each of these bodies of fifty exercised important 
functions in the name of the Senate during a tenth of the 
Attic year, which period was called a TrpvTaveia, the fifty sen- 
ators during this time being called Trpyravea and their tribe 
the TrpvTavevovcra QvXr}. 1 As the Attic lunar year had regu- 
larly 354 days (12 lunar months), occasionally 355 days, and 
in leap-years (which were introduced three times in each 
cycle of eight years, to bring the lunar years into harmony 

1 See Harpocration, s. v. irpvrdvci$ : rb SiKarof /aipos rfjs /SouXiJs tuiv irevraKouliav, 
TreyT^KOnTa tivSpes iirb /uat <pv\i)s, ol Swutovrrcs Siravra rb. iwb rijs f3ov\rjs rparrb- 
fieva, irpw&veis iKaXovvro. iirptrntvevov Si ix StaSoxijs dXXi}X<us al Siica 0uXal 
icXijpp XoxoOtroi. See also s. v. irpvrav«(as : e<m Si dpidfibs iyjtep&v 17 irpyravela 
If/rot, Tpi&KOVTa #{ fi rpidKoma irirre, nal eK&arri <pv\1j irpvraveiei. SicIXcktm Si repl 
rofrrtav ' Apt<TTori\7js iv ttj 'Adrjvatcoy TroXirelq.. 
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with the sun) 384 days, the length of a prytany was 35 or 36 
days in ordinary years, and 38 or 39 days in leap-years. It is 
further clear from Thuc. VI. 14, where Nicias addresses the 
presiding officer of the Assembly in the words, ical av, & 
irpvravi, raina . . . eTriyjnjffti^e, that in 415 B.C. one of the 
Prytanes was the k-Kuna,Tr)<; of the Assembly. But on other 
occasions we find officers called TrpoeSpot, presiding in both 
Senate and Assembly, 1 and one of these, who is called eVto-Ta- 
tt)<; tu>v irpoeSpcov, 2 is said eTriyfrrjc^t^eiv, like the irpxncuvit in 
Thucydides. As such passages seemed to establish the iden- 
tity of the presiding wpoeSpof and the presiding TrpvravK 
beyond question, little heed was given to the plain statement 
of Pollux, who had access to Aristotle's work on the Athenian 
Constitution, and of other good authorities, that the iiriaTarr]^ 
was one of the Prytanes, and that, whenever the Prytanes 
convened either the Senate or the Assembly, this eVto-TaTj;? 
chose by lot nine -n-poeBpot,, one from (the senators of) each 
of the ten tribes except his own. 3 Such statements were 
generally referred to another set of irpoehpoi,, otherwise un- 
known, who had nothing to do with the presidency of the 
Senate or the Assembly ; and the authority of obscure scho- 
liasts, the impersonal Ulpian, and writers of inrodeo-eis, was 
cited to support the view, that the fifty Prytanes were subdi- 
vided into five sections of ten, each of which sections presided 
in bpth Senate and Assembly during; one fifth of each pry- 
tany (generally seven days), during which they were called 
irpoeBpoi, and each set of ten -n-poehpot, chose a president, also 
called eVwrraT^?, from their own number, to be their spokes- 

1 Aeschin. F. Leg. 65 : robs irpoiSpovs tirupTi<plteti> ras yini/ms. Cf. 68 : ei Sif 
iTifritplo-ai tois irpoidpois. Ctcs. 75 : rh i Tama. {Ti\f>Ti<pi<Tas TpieSpos; 

2 Aeschin. Ctes. 39 : rbv 5' iiri.<!Ti.Tr\v t&v irpoiipuv Siax^porwlav StSbvaj. tQ 

3 Poll. Onom. viii. 96 : £tti.<tt&ttis S' £<ttIv efj t&v Tpuravcuv, icXijpip Xax^" "... 
?%ei nil' UpQ>v t&s *Xeis iv ofs ra xp^/jara koX ra ypdfiimra. ml irav 01 Trpvr&vas 
rbv drjiioy f) tt)i< /SouXV <rw&ytixru>, oiros il; tKauTtis <pv\ijs irpUSpov iva. /tXijpoi, p.6- 
vt\v rty Trpvraveiovirav A(pids. Harpocr. s. v. irp&Spoi : iKKitpowro [virb] twv wpv- 
Tavewv (?) Ka6' iKaarqv irpvraveuw, els £% iK&VTTis <pv\9js 7rXV rrjs irpuravevoiffris, 
olWes ra irepl rets iKKk-qtrlas SjcJkow. . . . Sti 8i & KctXoiip.ei'OS iinaTarqs Khypdi 
airrain, etpifKev 'ApurTorA^s iv ' kBrfiaXinv IIoXiTeip. So Suidas, s. v. wpdedpot. The 
first sentence of the quotation from Harpocration is corrupt. 
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man and to put questions to vote. 1 This is the view set forth 
by Schomann in his De Comitiis Atheniensium, in which 
work the ten irpoeSpoi, who are said to be a part of the irpv- 
rdveK, are called Pro'edri contributes, while the nine mentioned 
by Pollux are called Pro'edri noncontribules, and are supposed 
to be a distinct class. 2 

The dissertation of K. F. Hermann, Epicrisis Quaestionis 
de Pro'edris apud Athenienses (in the Gottingen Index Scho- 
larum, winter of 1843-44), first brought order out of the chaos 
in which the subject remained after Schomann's investiga- 
tion. Following the lead of Sigonius, who, three centuries 
before, had expressed the opinion that all the allusions to 
Proedri in the assemblies referred to the nine who were not of 
the same tribe, Hermann noticed the important fact, that no 
mention of Proedri occurs until after the period in which we 
find one of the Prytanes presiding in the Assembly. This 
simple observation removed at once all the inconsistencies 
and perplexities which had beset the subject. 3 Thus the 
whole matter is made perfectly clear, and all allusions in the 
classic writers to either presiding Prytanes or presiding Proedri 
are reconciled by the view, that the Proedri were an institution 
of the fourth century b. c. ; that in earlier times the eVto-raT^?, 

1 The following examples will show the nature of this evidence. Schol. in Dem. 
594. 5 • tTTWT&TTjs Si X^yercu eh rO/v Sixa TpoiSpoiv. &<p' cKdarys Si <pv\?is rCiv 
oV/ca wpoepdWovro Trevr^KOvra dvdpes koX iyivovro 6/ioO oi iravres TrevraKdaioi. elra 
iic Tofrrcw t&v TrevraKoaltav iir\TjpovTO ij {jouXtj t&v irevraKOffliov. oi abrol Si koX 
wpvrdveis iylvovro. . . . &to Si tQv Tevr^xovra wd\iv 6 ptlfav irpoefsdWero koX iica- 
Xeiro irpieSpos, (is etvai eK tOiv SiKO, (pvKCjii Sim rpoiSpovs' Toirav Si rum TpoiSpuv 
els ?«mttos ain-Qi' (card SiaSoxty Ka6' i/dorr/p ^fiipav eyivero iwio-TdT-qs. The sec- 
ond inr66e<ris to Dem. in Androt, after explaining the division of the five hundred 
senators into ten bodies of fifty each, thus proceeds : dXX' iiretSi] irdXiv oi Tevri)- 
kovto, TroXXoi fyrav els rd tLpxew fi/*a, oi S4ko. /card K\ijpov fitas ijfiepas twv iirrb., 
ofiotus Si Ikcuttos twv iXXaw Ajto /cXijpot; ijpxe T ^l v eavrov r)p.ipav, &xP i! "$ f Xtj/owOw- 
(riv al eirra ijfdpai, . . . iariov 6V1 oi fiev Tevr'/jKOvra iicaKoOvTO wpvrdveis, oi Si diica. 
TrpoeSpoi, 6 Si els iTrtaTdTTjs. 

2 See Schomann, De Comitiis, Book I. Chapter 7. 

3 It will be seen that this view dispenses entirely with the Proedri contributes, 
who were always an absolute fiction. Hermann {De Proidris, p. n) thus ex- 
presses himself: "Quum ea commodissima solutio futura sit, ubi Sigonium secuti 
totam illam Proedrorum contribulium nationem exstirpare atque eliminare potue- 
rimus " ! This race has now ceased to exist, at least in Germany. 
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who was chosen each day by the Prytanes by lot from their 
own number, presided in both Senate and Assembly ; while 
in the time of the orators this e-maTaT7)<i chose by lot each 
day (festivals excepted) nine irpoehpoi, one from the sena- 
tors of each of the tribes except his own, who presided in both 
bodies, choosing one of their own number to act as their 
spokesman and to be the real president of the day, the latter 
being called i-jr car arris twi> TrpoeSpwv. 1 The object of the 
change was obviously to give all of the ten tribes some part in 
managing the Senate and the Assembly ; after it was made, 
the eVio-raT?;? of the Prytanes, besides his duty of choosing 
the nine irpoehpoi by lot, remained the responsible keeper of 
the treasure in the Acropolis and of the records in the public 
archives. 2 This view has been universally accepted in Ger- 
many, and by no one more cordially than by Schomann. Our 
own scholars have generally followed the German authorities. 
In England, however, where the publication of a translation 
of Schomann's De Comitiis in 1838 has given that work an 
undue prominence, many distinguished scholars have adhered 
to the views therein advocated long after sounder views have 
been accepted elsewhere. The older view is found in Grote's 
History of Greece, 3 in Smith's Dictionary of Antiquities, and 
even in the text of the latest edition of Liddell and Scott's 
Greek Lexicon (under irpoeSpos'), though it is corrected in 
the Addenda. This tenacity on the part of English scholars 
in clinging to an old view may be partly conservatism ; but it 

1 This view is perfectly consistent with the statements of Pollux, Harpocration, 
and Suidas (so far as the last two can be understood) quoted in note 3, page 166, ex- 
cept that these grammarians do not recognize the fact that there was an earlier sys- 
tem which was superseded by that which they describe. Suidas (s. v. tTri<TTdTi)s) 
adds something to the statement of Pollux. He says : iireiSay Si ol irpwdveis <rvv- 
aydyaai rr/v (Sov\qv tj rbv Srjuov, 6 4tutt&tt]S kXtj/xh irpoiSpovs ivvia, (fori <pv\r)s 
e(cd<TTT)S ha, tXtjv ttjs irpin-apetioucrTjs. kcU t&\u> {k t&v ivvia Toirav iwt.aT6.Triv iva 
K\i)pdi, Kal t6 irp&yixa irapaSlSwaiv. It would appear from this that the original 
iTUTTiTTjs of the Prytanes himself chose the <-itwt<£t?js of the Proedri by lot. In 
another article s. v. IjriardTTjs Suidas says : Sio tyav 'A0fyn}<ru> ■ &v 6 nkv in wpvTd- 
veuv ikkripoiiTO, b Si 4k t&v TrpotSpw, See Aeschin. Ctes. 39 (quoted in note 2, 
page 166). 

2 See Poll. viii. 96 (quoted in note 3, page 166) ; the same is repeated by 
Suidas, s. v. iwnrrdTtis. 

8 See Grote, Vol. IV. Chap. 31 (p. 185). 
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seems to be based also on the idea that the two views are both 
more or less theoretical, and that there is no decisive evidence 
of fact in favor of either. 

It may, therefore, not be a useless work to point out a prac- 
tical method for settling the truth of one or the other view by 
actual demonstration. If Schdmann's older view is correct, 
the presiding officer in the Senate and the Assembly must al- 
ways belong to the tribe which holds the prytany at the time; 
while, on the other supposition, he must belong to this tribe 
before the institution of the irpoeBpot, but afterwards he must 
always belong to one of the other nine tribes. On this ques- 
tion the Attic inscriptions give us decisive evidence. The 
Corpus Inscriptionum Atticarum now supplies us with an 
abundance of these which were unknown to the older scholars 
who discussed this question. The first mention of the title 
TrpoeBpot, in a document of which the date is known appears in 
a decree of the archonship of Nausinicus, 378-7 b. c. (C. I. A., 
Vol. II., Addenda, No. I7 b ). We read here, 'EttI NavaivUov 
apj(OVTO<; • eSogev ry fiovXr) teal rat Brffia) • Aca)vrl[s eTrpvT~\a- 
vevev, 'Apio-ToreXris eypap.p.a.Tev[ev, twv ir]poeBpa>v eTre^i]<j>i^ev 

UavTapeTo\j; ]ievs. This shows that -rrpoeBpoi presided 

in the Assembly as early as 378-7 b. c, but the deme of the 
president cannot be made out. The letters -tev?, however, 
can refer to no deme of the tribe Leontis except Sunium, and 
Howiev? will hardly fill the vacant space. But we have an- 
other decree of the archonship of Nausinicus, in C. I. A., Vol. 
II. No. 17, in which there is no doubt of the deme of the 
president. This begins, 'Eirl Nava-tvUov dp^ovTot, Ka\\i/3io<; 
K.7)<l)t,o-o<f>covTO<; Ilcuavievs iypafi/idrevev. 'Ett\ t?}? 'IttttoBcov- 
t/So[? ej3B6~\p,r)<i irpvTaveias ' eBogev rfj /3ovA[g ical Tw]t Brjp,w • 
Xaplvos ''Adp.ovleix; eTr\eardrei. The deme "AQpavov belonged 
to the tribe Cecropis (Ross, Demen von Attika, p. 1 10), so 
that the president Charinus did not belong to the tribe Hippo- 
thontis, which held the prytany. Of course etreaTcvrei can 
refer equally well to the eVKTraT?;? rcav -rrpoeBpwv as to the 
original eiriar arris of the Prytanes, and the expression t&v 
trpoiBprnv eiretyri$>i,%ev in the decree first quoted makes it cer- 
tain that the person who is the subject of eirecndTet in the 
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second, and who does not belong to the <f>v\}j Trpvravevovo-a, 
must be a TrpoeSpo?. In Vol. II. No. 50, in a decree passed 
in 368-7 b. c, in the prytany of the tribe Aeantis, the presi- 
dent is called Hapap,vdo<; 'Or/awfeu,]. The deme 'Orpwet? 
belonged to the tribe Aegei's (Ross, Demen, p. 130). In No. 
116, a decree of the archonship of Nicomachus, 341-40 B.C., 
passed in the prytany of the tribe Pandionis, we find : t&v 
irpoeZpwv eTr€iJnj<t>i£[e]v ' Apt,<rrop,a)(o<; e% Olov. There were 
two demes named Olov, one in the tribe Hippothontis, the 
other in the tribe Leontis (Ross, Demen, p. 130). In the 
Corpus Inscriptionum Atticarum (Vol. II. and Addenda) are 
24 Athenian decrees from the period between 378 b. c. and 
320 b. c. in which the name of the tribe holding the prytany 
and that of the deme of the presiding officer of the Assembly 
can be read ; and in no case does the deme of the president 
belong to the §v\r) Trpvravevova-a. It is therefore perfectly 
certain that in all these decrees, whether the name TrpoeSpo*; 
is actually given to the presiding officer or not, we find the 
system of irpoehpot, described by Pollux, Harpocration, and 
Suidas in actual operation, the president being always the 
e7rio-TaTJ7? r&v TrpoeSpwv, and never one of the fifty Prytanes. 

We have no earlier mention of the name TrpoeBpoi than that 
which is found in the decree first quoted from the year of 
Nausinicus, 378-7 b. c. Of the earlier time from the archon- 
ship of Euclides (403-2 b. c) to this date we have only nega- 
tive evidence, as there is no decree of this period in which the 
name of the president's deme can be read. But the impor- 
tance of the era of Nausinicus in the financial history of 
Athens, — the year which saw the last vestige of the Solonic 
census swept away and a new system of taxation inaugu- 
rated, — gives us strong ground for believing that the first 
mention of irpoeBpoi in this year is not an accident, but that 
the change in the presidency of the Senate and Assembly 
was a part of the radical reform for which this archonship 
is noted. 1 

1 Meier, De Epistatis Atheniensium {in Halle Ind. Schol., 1855), is cited by 
Schomann (fir. Alt., I., p. 400) and Hermann (Staatsalt. , § 127. 10) as placing the 
establishment of irpicdpoi between Olymp. 100. 3 and 102. 4, i. e. between 378 and 
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To make the demonstration complete, we ought to find 
proof in the decrees of the fifth century b. c. that the presi- 
dent of the Assembly then always belonged to the tribe 
which held the prytany. It has already been stated that no 
decrees of the period from Euclides to Nausinicus (402-379 
b. c.) are found which give the requisite data ; but from the 
year of Euclides himself, 403-2 b. c, we have an important 
inscription (C. I. A., Addenda, No. i b ) containing two decrees 
which give the evidence that is needed. The former was 
passed in the prytany of the tribe Pandionis, and we read, 
[KajXXt'a? "fiaOev eireo-Tarei. The deme "/2a or "Oa belonged 
to the Pandionis (Ross, Demen, p. 140). In the other decree 
we read, ["ESogev tjj /3ov\r}]i ical tg3 Srffjup' 'Epe^O^h kirpv- 
Tavevev, Kr)(j>itTo(f>a)v IIa[iavi]€v[$ iypafifjArevev, Evic\]eLBr)'i 
%PX e > Hvdeov eK Krjhaiv eTrearaTet, k. t. X. Here again the 
president's deme KrjBai belongs to the <pu\r) irpvravevovcra, the 
Erechthe'fs (Ross, Demen, p. 122). It is therefore certain that 
we have here the older system, by which the president is one 
of the Prytanes, like the eVto-TaTT;? whom Nicias addresses as 
a> TrpvTavi in Thucydides. 1 Besides this significant evidence, 
we have only negative testimony from the fifth century b. c. 
and preceding times. I can find no decree in the first volume 
of the C. I. A. (containing the documents earlier than Eucli- 
des) in which the name of the president's deme can be read. 
The regular formula with which decrees began in the fifth 

369 B. c. I have not been able to refer to this programme of Meier ; but the first 
inscription quoted above from the archonship of Nausinicus shows decisively that 
a vpieSpos presided in the assembly in 378-7 B. c. 

1 This inscription was first published by Koumanoudes in the 'ABfyaiov (V., 
p. 92), with the name of the archon $pa<riK\el8r)S inserted where the letters -eidijs 
occur in the second decree. This would assign the inscription to the year 371-70 
B. c, and the fact that in both decrees the 4tutt&ttis is one of the 0i/X<j Tpvra- 
viiovtra, seven years after we find irpoeSpoi who belong to other tribes presiding in 
tha Assembly, seemed inexplicable. But Kohler gives the strongest historic reasons 
for assigning the document to the end of the Peloponnesian war ; and, further, the 
emity space before -/cX«5ijs is too small for the letters Qpaai-. He therefore assigns 
it without hesitation to the year of BteXeiSTjs. If Kohler's argument for this date 
needed strengthening, it would be amply confirmed by the evidence showing that 
both decrees were passed under the older system by which the president of the 
Assembly was one of the Trytanes. 
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century b. c. is seen in the C. I. A., Vol. I. No. 32, a decree 
of 435 B.C.: \_"Eh~\o%ev ry fiovXr/ Kai tb B-tjfirp • K.e/cpoTrl<; 
€7rpvrdveve, Mvrjal6eo<; e\ff\paixfid.Teve, Einreidrj<; eireaTdrei. 
KaWias elrre. The simple name of the liria-raTT)^ is given 
without further designation, so far as our evidence goes, ex- 
cept in the two decrees of the year of Euclides. The omission 
of the name of the deme in the earlier decrees and its insertion 
in later times may perhaps be explained by the consideration, 
that under the old system the president belonged to the <f>v\r) 
irpvTavevovaa, which was always named, so that his tribe was 
thus designated ; while afterwards, when he might belong to 
any of the other nine tribes, he was hardly designated at all 
unless the name of his tribe or deme was given. 

It can no longer admit of the slightest doubt, that Socra- 
tes was the e-TnardTriq of the Prytanes, and the responsible 
president of the Assembly, on the memorable day when the 
question of passing judgment by a single vote on the eight 
generals after the battle of Arginusae came before the people 
of Athens. Socrates was chosen to the Senate that year as 
one of the fifty representatives of his tribe, the Antiochis, and 
while this tribe held the prytany he was chosen e7r«n-aT77? 
for the day in question. 1 In this responsible position he ab- 

1 Grate's doubt (Vol. VIII. Chap. 64, p. 270) whether Socrates was really the 
(Tia-TiiTijs or only one of the Prytanes on this occasion will be settled by a compar- 
ison of the authorities. Xen. Hellcn. I. vii. 14-16 : tQv Si -trpvTdve&v tivuv oi> 
(patTKiirrav irpoii\auv r'qv Siaj/t)(j>icnv 1ra.pc1.T01> vbjuiv, aS8i$ KaX\f£e»os dvaftds Kar-qyo- 
pec abrwv to, aitrd ■ oi Si ifibuv KaKew roiis ov <pdo-KOvras. 0! Si Tpvrdveis Qofi-rftii/Tcs 
w/xo\6yovv irdfTes TpoB-qativ tt\tjv SwKpdrovs tov ~2,w(ppovlaKOv ' oStos S' oik i<p-q d\\ 
r) nark vSp,ov itdvra iroiriaew. ixerk Si ravra dva/3&s EbprnroXepos E\e£er birip tuv 
CTpaTiryCiv r&Se. Id. Mem. I- i. 18 : j3ouXei5<Tas ydp it-ore, . . . eirurrAnis iv r§ 
8r||JUp 'ycv^iuvos, iirrfv/xfoavTos tov S-r)p.ov irapd robs vtpovs ivvia o-TpaTrryobs fUQ 
^/i)4><f toi>s &p.(pl QpdcvWov Kai 'Epa<nvl5r)i> aTOKTeivai irdvras, oik ij64\i]<xev im\pri- 
<pi<rai, 6pyifop.ivov jxii> airy toC Sjfiov, 7roXX«>' Si koX SwaTum . direiXotivTWV. Ibid. 
IV. iv. 2 : Kai ore iv rats teX7j<r£ais iirio-T&TTis yevbpevos 01k iwirpetpe t$ 5i)fi<jj wapa 
toi>s xo/ioi/s yj/rj<j>laaa9ai, dXXa. abv tois rS/iois i)vovtiu>8t) tomiJttj opfijj toC S-t)ixov fy 
oik an olpai. tiXKoe obSiea avOpiinriav birofiewau Plat. Apol. 32 B : SXKiyi p.iv dpxh" 
ouSe/dav Ttivore 1jp£a iv tt} 7t6Xm, ifiobXevaa Si • Kai lTV%ev rip-Qv t) <j>v\i) AktioxU 
Ttpvraveiovaa, 6Ve bp.eU robs SiKa arpaTTjyobs robs 01k dveXopJrovs Tabs 4k rfji vavfia- 
%las iflov\eo-$e dffp&ovs Kplvetv, irapavbpMi, lis iv Tijj baripip XP^V irourtv bfuv tSofr. 
tot iyut ixbvos tG>v irpvTaveoiv ipiavTuiiBvjV bp.iv p.T)Siv noietv wapd Tobs v6ftov$, Kai 
irolpjav tvrwv ivSeucvbvai p.e ml dwdyeiv t&v ^rrripuv, Kai bp,dv KtXevbvruv Kai fiotiv- 
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solutely refused to put the illegal proposition to vote, and 
stoutly maintained this ground against such clamor and 
threats as would have overpowered almost any other man, as 
they appear actually to have overcome the opposition of the 
other Prytanes who objected. I cannot infer from these ac- 
counts that Socrates was compelled to yield and to put the 
illegal motion by the outcry that was raised ; still less, that 
this motion (as Grote states *) " was ultimately put by the 
remaining Prytanes without his concurrence." If we suppose 
the original eVto-TaT^? to have been the mere spokesman of 
the fifty Prytanes (as we may perhaps suppose the later eincna- 
T??? to have been that of the nine irpoeBpoi), so that they could 
overrule his decisions and compel him to follow their direc- 
tion, it would not have been necessary for the opponents of 
Socrates to resort to threats of criminal prosecution against 
him and the minority of Prytanes who sustained him ; a far 
simpler course would have been to persuade his colleagues to 
vote him down or supersede him in the presidency. The 
whole tenor of the accounts seems to me to show that Socra- 
tes as eVto-TaTj;? had absolute power to prevent the question 
from being put, and, further, that he exercised that power 
stoutly, and with at least temporary success, against the clamor 
of the people and the advice and persuasion of his colleagues. 
The question how the illegal proposition was finally carried 
in the Assembly, so that the purpose of Socrates was frus- 
trated and the generals were condemned by a single vote of the 
people, unfortunately cannot be answered satisfactorily, from 
the want of an accurate historian. We see here too plainly 

twk, fieri roC vdfiov Kal rov Sucalov 4>,M)>' fia-Wdv /ie Sew SiaiavSvveieiv J) fi.e6' iifi&v yevi- 
a8ai fii) Mkcucl fiov\evopuh<av, <pofli]84vTa dea/ibr i) Odvarov. Id. Gorg. 473 E : Kal 
irtpwi povXeieiv \ax&i>, e7rei8r; ^ <pv\i] eirpvrareve Kal Idei /i* £wtt['Ti<plfca>, -yi\wa 
Trapuxov Kal ovk JprurraiMp ^iri^7;0£fetv. 

1 Grote, VIII. p. 271. See p. 272 : "The constitutional impediment being 
thus overthrown, the question was regularly put by the Prytanes to the Assembly." 
Grote seems to think that the act of t'iri\f/ri<pl$eu', to which Socrates objected, con- 
sisted in opening the debate on the proposition, whereas it obviously was putting 
the proposition to vote. The debate upon the illegal proposition of the Senate 
had been going on, as Xenophon describes it, long before Socrates intervened 
with his refusal to take the vote. See Hellen. I. vii. 9-13. 
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that we have lost Thucydides and must make the best of 
Xenophon. 

Two answers are possible. First, we may take the view 
that the refusal of Socrates to put the illegal motion caused 
this to be withdrawn, so that no further attempt to carry 
the original proposition of the Senate was made, and that 
the way was therefore clear for other propositions. Eury- 
ptolemus now made a speech advocating an entirely legal 
course of procedure, and ended by moving formally that the 
generals be tried separately according to the decree of Can- 
nonus, which seems to have forbidden the condemnation of 
more than one person by a single vote. We see, therefore, 
that the motion now brought before the Assembly was a per- 
fectly legal one, which Socrates could not object to putting to 
vote. When the vote was taken, this motion was declared 
carried. Xenophon's obscure account does not make it clear 
exactly how the vote was reversed ; 1 but it is plain that threats 
of prosecution were renewed in some form, and that a second 
vote was taken by which the original proposition (to try all 
together) was substituted for the new motion and carried. If 
Socrates still remained president, we must suppose that the 
confusion in the Assembly which followed the vote approving 
the motion of Euryptolemus enabled some skilful politician to 
introduce the original proposition as an amendment at the last 
minute, and to carry it before Socrates understood the ma- 
noeuvre, or when he was helpless to stop proceedings. This 
view supposes that the proposition of Euryptolemus was a 
regular motion, made when there was no other motion before 
the assembly. This seems to be implied in Xenophon's 
words eypaifre <ypd>fi.7]v, although it is inconsistent with his 
subsequent account of a Bia^eiporovia, or alternative vote on 
this motion and the original illegal motion. I cannot believe 
that Socrates could have consented to put such a double mo- 

1 Xen. Hellen. I. vii. 34 : ravr' eltrim EtipinrrdXe/ios typaxpe yv&pv<\v kot4 t6 
Kawiivov \pfaurpa, Kplvetxffai robs tLvSpas 8ix<* ixaarov • ij Si rrjs /HovXijs 9jv fu$ 'f'fav 
diravras KpCveiv. Tofoaiv Si Siax^pOTOvovpAvwv rb fiiv irp&rov Znputav rty Ei)/>uxto- 
Xipjov • intep.oaa.iUvov Si MtvacXiovs teal ir&\w 8iax<*p0T0i>ias yevop.ii>-qs eKpwav rty 

Tt]S j3ov\l]S. 
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tion, which included the illegal proposition as an alternative, 
when he had refused to put the latter as a separate motion ; 
nor can I reconcile such action on his part with the language 
which is attributed to him by Plato and in the Memorabilia. 
Unless, therefore, the reference to a Siaxeiporovla in the Hel- 
lenica is discredited as inconsistent with the preceding words, 
we are driven to the only alternative, which is on the whole 
more free from difficulties, that of supposing the speech of 
Euryptolemus to be made, and the two votes to be taken, in 
another meeting of the Assembly on another day. There is 
nothing to imply that the whole transaction was finished in 
one session of the Assembly, except the words of Xenophon, 
fiera Be ravra ava&ds, etc. (end of the quotation from the 
Hellenica in the note on page 172) ; but this can hardly pass 
for much in a writer like Xenophon, and we have at least the 
authority of the spurious Platonic Axiochus * for saying that 
the condemnation of the generals took place on the day after 
the refusal of Socrates to take the vote. On this supposition, 
there remains no difficulty about the consent of the eTnaTarii<; 
to any form of vote, as Socrates could not preside twice in 
the same year. 2 

1 [Plat.] Axioch. 368 D : 71-0O Si irptbtiv oi S^xa uTparrftol ; 8t iyti> ptv oiK iirr]- 
pdfMtjv ttjv yvtbfnjv • ot) ya.p £<palv€Tt> fiot ffefivbv puivop.tvy 5?)/i<£> ffvvei-dpxew ' ol ykp 
Trepl QtjpafiivTjv Kai KaWU-evov tq {to*T€pa£$ irpoiSpovs 4yKa64rovs b<p£vres tcarexeipo' 
Tbvqaav t&v ivSp&v itcpiTov 8A.vo.tov. The allusion to wpieSpoi in 406 B. C. is enough 
to condemn the passage as spurious. 

2 Poll. VIII. 96 : Sis S' oix eljeffTt. yevioSai rbv abrbv ctio-t&ttiv. This refers 
to the iirurr&Tris of the Prytanes. 



